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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 4, 6-7, 10, 13-14, 16, and 18-19 remain pending in this application, of which 
claims 8-9 are withdrawn. In view of the foregoing amendments and following comments, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and allowance of all pending claims. 

Applicants traverse the rejection of claims 1, 6, and 10 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by Shearon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,919,188). Independent claims 1 and 10 are 
amended herein to include the elements recited in original claims 5 and 15, thereby obviating this 
ground of rejection. Accordingly, this rejection must be withdrawn. 

Applicants traverse the rejection of claims 1, 4-6, 10, 13, and 15-18 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as obvious over Kenigsberg (U.S. Patent No. 4,168,703). 

Independent claims 1, 10, and 16 as amended, as well as the claims dependent directly or 
indirectly thereon, specify a device for measuring blood pressure in a vascular structure 
including, among other things, a tubular sheath sized for insertion into the vascular structure and 
having at least two axially spaced apart openings in a sidewall thereof. An elongated tube is 
disposed within the tubular sheath and has a single opening in a sidewall thereof, the tube being 
slidable to align the tube opening with a selected one of the sheath openings. A pressure 
transducer fluidly communicates with a proximal end of the elongated tube so that blood from 
the vascular structure is communicated to the pressure transducer when the elongated tube 
opening is aligned with one of the tubular sheath openings, thereby to directly measure the blood 
pressure. 

Kenigsberg fails to disclose or suggest a device for measuring blood pressure in a 
vascular structure including a tubular sheath sized for insertion into the vascular structure and a 
pressure transducer in fluid communication with a proximal end of an elongated tube so that 
blood from the vascular structure is communicated to the pressure transducer when the elongated 
tube opening is aligned with one of the tubular sheath openings, thereby to directly measure 
blood pressure, as specified in claims 1, 4, 6-10, 13-14, 16, and 18-19. 

In fact, Kenigsberg discloses a gastroesophageal reflux diagnostic tool adapted for 
insertion into an "internal cavity" of the human body, and particularly the gastroesophageal tract. 
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The tool includes a sheath 12 with spaced openings 20 and a hollow probe 22 slidable within the 
sheath 12. An end 26 of the probe 22 is "adapted for connection to a pressure sensitive means." 
(Column 3, lines 24-27) Specifically, Kenigsberg discloses infusing water through the probe 22. 
A gauge is then used to measure the rate of water flow through the probe 22 and into the body, as 
taught at Column 4, lines 45-51 : 

An extremely sensitive strain gauge is attached to the ends 26, 36, 
and 42 of probe 22 and members 32 and 38 respectively to 
measure the resistance to the outflow of the infused water from the 
tool 10 and into the gastroesophageal track 44. 

Significantly, Kenigsberg is used to measure an air pressure inside the gastroesophageal tract, 

rather than a blood pressure inside a vascular structure as specified in the claims. Furthermore, 

the medium from which the pressure level is measured is not in contact with the strain gauge but 

instead a water infusion process is used to infer a pressure level. Consequently, if one considers 

the strain gauge to be the pressure transducer, then it is evident that the air pressure in the 

gastroesophageal tract is not communicated to the strain gauge strain gauge thereby to directly 

measure the air pressure. This contradicts what is specified in the present claims, where blood is 

communicated to the pressure transducer thereby to directly measure blood pressure. 

The prior art must disclose at least a suggestion of an incentive for a claimed combination 
of elements in order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. No such suggestion is 
apparent from the cited reference and hence the obviousness rejection must be withdrawn. See, 
In re Sernaker, 217 USPQ 1 (Fed. Cir. 1983) and Ex parte Clapp, 227 USPQ 972, 973 (Bd. Pat. 
App. 1985). 

Applicants traverse the rejection of claims 7 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious 
over Kenigsberg in view of Zarychta et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,259,938). Claims 7 and 14 depend 
from independent claims 1 and 10, respectively. Zarychta et al. fail to disclose or suggest the 
deficiencies noted above with respect to Kenigsberg, and therefore this rejection must also be 
withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is submitted that the present application is in good and proper form for allowance. A 
favorable action on the part of the Examiner is respectfully solicited. 

If, in the opinion of the Examiner a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 
the subject application, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney. 



February 28, 2006 By: 



Respectfully submitted, 
MILLER, MATTHIAS & HULL 

Brent E. Matthias, Reg. No. 41,974 
Attorneys for Applicants 
One North Franklin 
Suite 2350 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 
(312) 977-9904 



-10- 



